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jurisdiction, and therefore the problem in the case of a foreign
corporation has been to define the circumstances in which such
service is permissible.
Service     The principle that governs the matter in the case of an indi-
l is that he is subject to the jurisdiction of the English
upon physi-	. - .      .	•     r*»      i      j	'^ •       n	• r ?     •
cai presence court if he is present in England, or, as it is orten put, if he is
oftheparty «foun(j' jn England. If he is found here, he can be served here,
and at common law the exercise of jurisdiction depends upon
service. It is the same in the case of a corporation. Thus Lord
Halsbury, in referring to a French shipping company which
leased an office in London and employed an agent there to
make contracts on their behalf, tersely remarked, 'They are
here, and if they are here they may be served.'1
Corpora-     The critical question, therefore, is — what, in the case of a
pra«!t foreign corporation, is the analogue of the physical presence
here if it of an individual? The answer given by English law is that the
onty Wa7 *n which an artificial entity can show its presence is by
the transaction of business, and in order to add precision to this
test the courts have laid down the requirements that must be
satisfied before the transaction of business by or on behalf of a
corporation can justify the inference that the corporation is
present in England,2 The requirements are these.3
First, the business must have been done in England, not
merely with England. The criterion of this is whether an agent
has been employed in England with authority to enter into
transactions binding upon the corporation. If his function is,
for instance, to accept offers, and he does so, corporate business
has been done in England; aliter^ if his only authority is to
transmit offers abroad for acceptance or rejection by his prin-
cipals.4 Secondly, the agent must have operated at a fixed
place of business for a definite period of time. Neither the im-
permanency of the place nor the short space of time during
which business was done there is in itself sufficient to render
the corporation immune from process. Thus in one case a
foreign motor-car company occupied a stand at a nine days'
cycle show at the Crystal Palace, where they were represented
1	La Bourgogne, [1899] A.C. 431.
2	Qkura & Co. Ltd. v. Forsbacka Jernverks Aktiebolag, [1914] I K.B. 715,
718.
3	Farns worth, op. cit, pp. 151, 329-32.
4	Thames and Mersey Marine Insurance Co. v. Societa di Navigazione a P r afore
de Lloyd Austriaco (1914), in  L.T. 97; contrast SaccJutrin Corp. Ltd. v.
Ghemische Fafrnk von Heyden^ WV., [1911] 2 K.B. 5 16 with Okura&Co. Ltd. v.
Forsbacka J ernverks Aktiebolag, [1914] I K.B. 715.

